evidence standard governs our review. We conclude that sufficient
credible evidence exists to support the judge's conclusion that Schulte's
discipline was consistent with that administered to other employees. _8/

We briefly address Schulte's final argument that the judge was
vague in his analysis of the evidence regarding disparate treatment.  In
his decision, the judge stated:

Schulte claims that co-workers Harley, Bell, and
Brock had attendance records as poor as his own but
were not similarly discharged.  The time cards for
those employees are in evidence, however, and Schulte
has not shown how those records support his argument.
Moreover, from my own independent appraisal of those
records, I do not find that they support Schulte's
contention in this regard.

4 FMSHRG at 1244. While we can agree with Schulte that the judge was
extremely brief in his analysis of the evidence regarding disparate
treatment, we do not find his decision to be impermissibly vague.  Both
at the hearing level and on review, Schulte has failed to show specifically
how the time cards in evidence support his position.  Presented as raw
data, the evidence is open to various interpretations. We will not
disturb the interpretation adopted by the judge because, as we have
already indicated, it is supported by substantial evidence.

In sum, the evidence shows that other miners received warnings,
suspensions, and discharges under the company's disciplinary policy.
Taken in conjunction with the evidence of Schulte's poor attendance and
insubordination over a relatively limited period of time, we find sub-
stantial evidence to support the judge's conclusion that Lizza would
have discharged Schulte in any event for his unprotected activity alone.

Bf  At the hearing, Schulte testified that immediately following the
meeting on October 15, 1980, when he was terminated, his foreman, Parzero,
stated to him "This is what you get, mister, for bringing in MSHA...."
Parzero denied the statement. Boisvert, who was in the vicinity at the
time, testified that he was not able to hear their conversation.  Schulte
additionally testified that shop steward Crawn, stated to him, "[Y]ou
stirred up a hornet's nest.  It's a new company.  They didn't need the
trouble.  That's why they routed you out.M Had this evidence been
credited, it would have cast severe doubt on Lizza's defense.  The judge
specifically discredited Schulte's testimony regarding Parzero and
discounted his testimony regarding Crawn. Nothing appears in the record
that would support the extraordinary step of reversing these credibility
resolutions.  4 FMSHRC at 1241 n. 3.  We also note that the record in
this case does not support Schulte's further argument that Boisvert,
terminated after Schulte's discharge, was also a victim of discrimination.Lizza
